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M1.0
PRESCREENING

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has completed phase I of this source selection process by having conducted Operational Capabilities Demonstrations (OCD) that identified and prequalified prospective vendors for the Multimode Digital Radio (MDR) procurement. Offeror’s who have not been prequalified as a result of the OCD activity are not eligible to participate in phase II of this source selection process. 

M2.0
BASIS FOR AWARD

M2.1.
Award Selection

The Government will award a contract that presents the Best Value to the Government.  Best value will be determined by evaluating each proposal in three areas: Technical, Management Capabilities (Management Capabilities includes past/present performance and hereafter referred to as Management Capabilities), and Price.  Offerors will receive a score for Technical and Management Capabilities.  The Technical and Management Capabilities Areas’ scores will be derived from evaluation of the Offer for the Factors and Subfactors defined for each area.  For the Price area, the total price and reasonableness of each Factor will be considered.  Offerors’ scores for Technical and Management Capabilities Areas, and Price considerations will be used in support of the Best Value determination. Therefore, the successful Offeror may not have submitted the lowest price.
An assessment of risk will be made as part of the evaluation of the factors aforementioned and will determine the degree of uncertainty as to whether the Offeror can meet the technical and schedule requirements of the project.  

The Source Selection Official (SSO) will use the integration of the final evaluations of these areas to arrive at a best value decision.

The Government reserves the right to waive minor irregularities and discrepancies in offers received and to make an award based on the initial offers submitted without negotiating or soliciting Best and Final Offers (BAFO).  

M2.2.
Order of Importance

Technical and Management Capabilities Areas are equal.  Price is the least important area. As Technical and Management Capabilities scores become closer between Offerors, Cost/Price may become more important.

M2.3.
Eligibility for Award

The Offeror must be financially viable and otherwise responsible in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS). To be eligible for award, the contractor must be technically and financially capable of performing the work.

In evaluating the proposals, the Government may conduct written or oral communications with any and/or all Offerors, and may reduce the participants in the competition to only those Offerors most likely to receive award.  Additionally, the FAA reserves the right to conduct discussions and negotiations with any individual competing Offeror, or all competing Offerors, as the situation warrants.  Discussions with one or more Offerors do not require discussions with all Offerors.

If at any point during the evaluation process, the FAA concludes that the Offeror does not have a reasonable chance of receiving this award, the FAA may eliminate the Offeror from further consideration for award.  Any Offeror eliminated from further consideration will be officially notified in writing.

M2.3.1
Pre-Award Survey

The Government may conduct a Pre-Award Survey at its discretion.  The Government also reserves the right to conduct a Pre-Award Survey on any subcontractor.

M2.4.
Award on Initial Offers

The FAA reserves the right to award a contract immediately following the conclusion of the evaluation of the initial offer, without discussions or negotiations with the successful Offeror or any other Offeror.  Therefore, it is critical that each proposal be fully responsive to this solicitation and its provisions.  

M2.5.
Multiple Awards

While a single award is anticipated under this acquisition, the Government may make multiple awards if that is deemed in the best interest of the FAA.

M2.6.
Best and Final Offer (BAFO)

The government reserves the right to conduct a BAFO.

M3.0
EVALUATION PROCESS

During the evaluation process, the FAA will evaluate each Offeror’s ability to perform the effort required of section C under this SIR, as measured by the following:

(a)
Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s “Submission for OCT”  

(b)
Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Technical Proposal, Volume II 

(c)
Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Management Capabilities/Past Performance, Volume III 

(d) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Cost/Price Proposal, Volume IV

(e) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Oral Presentation Material, Volume V 

M3.1.
Risks Inherent in the Technical Proposal  

Explicit in the evaluation of all proposal volumes is an assessment of risks inherent in the proposal. Risk is defined as the likelihood that the Government will be negatively impacted by the Offeror’s failure to meet performance and schedule baselines.  This integral component of the evaluation will serve to capture and assess the likelihood that the Offeror’s proposed solutions would successfully meet the requirements of this SIR.

Risks identified within any aspect of an Offeror’s proposal, and within any of the evaluation factors, will be analyzed as to their potential impact on the NEXCOM program (i.e. equipment performance, work performance, program management, work schedules, and cost).  Additionally, risks identified due to inconsistencies and discrepancies between various aspects (Volumes) of each Offeror’s proposal will be considered, as will risks that pertain to unsubstantiated representations made by any Offeror within any aspect of their proposal. 
M4.0
EVALUATION FACTORS

Each proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the factors and Subfactors listed below.  The factors will be objectively rated.  An overall score will be developed based on a composite score for each factor and Subfactor.  

M4.1.
Technical Factors 
Technical Factor 1 is significantly more important than Tech Factor 2. 

Factor 1 - MDR requirements will be met by the Factory Acceptance Test (FAT) Subfactors

a. Risk of requirements not met, as demonstrated by the results of OCT, suitability of compliance remediation plans (including Oral Presentation I) and evaluation of Requirements met by Analysis documentation.

b. Timeliness of Proposed FAT Schedule

c. Evaluation of FAT Test Plan

Within Factor 1, Subfactor a is more important than Subfactor b and Subfactor b is slightly more important than Subfactor c.

Factor 2 - Ability to provide the necessary technical services as demonstrated by the Sample Task Order Response(s).

M4.2.
Management Capability Factors

Management Capability Factors 1 and 2 are of equal importance.  Factor 3 is slightly more important than either 1 or 2. 

Factor 1 - Demonstrated Ability to Produce Operationally Supportable MDRs over the Life of the Contract

Subfactors:

a. Ability to Monitor and Control Production of MDRs, as demonstrated by the Production Plan and Schedule, Master Program Management Plan, Quality System Plan, and Configuration Management and Audit Plan and Oral Presentation II

b. Ability to Produce Quantities Required as Scheduled, as demonstrated by the Production Plan and Schedule and Oral Presentation II.

c. Ability to manage component obsolescence as demonstrated by the Technology Refresh and Obsolescence Plan.

Subfactor a and b are of equal importance, and Subfactor c is of less importance.

Factor 2 – Ability to Provide and Manage Services

Subfactors:

a. Ability to Provide, Manage and Control Engineering Changes, as demonstrated by Configuration Management and Audit Plan, Program Management Plan, Quality System Plan and Sample Task I.

b. Ability to Provide, Manage and Control Program Support Services, as demonstrated by Master Program Management Plan, Depot Support Plan and Sample Task II.

Subfactors a and b are of equal importance.

Factor 3 - Past and Present Performance

Subfactors:

a. Technical and Programmatic Performance

b. Schedule Performance

c. Cost/Price Performance

Subfactors a, b, and c are of equal importance.

In conducting the past performance evaluation, the FAA will use both data provided by the Offeror and data obtained from other sources.  It is presumed that the Offeror has been informed of any negative responses contained in past performance databases. 

Successful past performance will be evaluated based on input from individuals and organizations familiar with the work efforts, products, standards, and ethics of each Offeror, as demonstrated through previous or ongoing contracts of a similar nature.  Data provided would permit an understanding of how well or poorly comparable work has been completed and will assist in determining associated risks and the resultant likelihood of future successful execution of similar work efforts.  Offerors will be assessed to see whether they have a proven track record of quality work, timely performance, satisfied customers, effective program management and cost containment, efficient contract administration, and fully acceptable cost control, as measured by responses to the survey of past customers. 

Each Offeror will be evaluated on its performance under existing and prior contracts. Performance information may be used for both responsibility determinations and as an evaluation factor against which Offerors' relative rankings will be compared to assure best value to the FAA. 

The Government reserves the right to contact prior clients of the Offeror, including references other than those identified by the Offeror, and to use those results in this evaluation.

M4.3.
Cost/Price Factors

Factor 1 is significantly more important than Factor 2.  

Factor 1 - The price of preproduction and production MDRs in CLIN 0001 and CLINs X002 as described below and the price for Warranties and Contractor depot logistics support. 

The Government will determine the total price for Factor 1 by incorporating the proposed prices and discounted prices for CLINs 0001 and X002 in a Government internal purchasing model, which is derived using the Government’s best-estimated quantities throughout the life of the contract, including all option periods.  The evaluation of the options or option periods will not obligate the Government to exercise any option.  

The total price will be evaluated with and without pricing for warranties and contractor depot logistics support.  

Factor 2 – The total price for the Sample Task Order II.

The Government will evaluate the realism of the Offeror’s proposed total price for Sample Task II.  

The FAA reserves the right to adjust an Offeror’s price, as deemed necessary and appropriate based on cost/price reasonableness, cost/price realism, or any other aspect of the cost/price analysis. As a component of the realism, risks associated with each Offer due to unrealistic or unreasonable pricing will also be analyzed.

Offerors are cautioned that unrealistically low proposed prices may be grounds for eliminating a proposal from the competition on the basis that the Offeror does not fully understand the requirement.

Proposing uncompensated overtime, defined as any proposed workweek in excess of 40 hours, is not authorized.

A definition for reasonableness is considered to be “an assessment as to whether the proposed price does not exceed that, which would be incurred by a prudent person in performing the required effort.”  The Government reserves the right to request additional information to support the price proposed by the Offeror.

Realism is an assessment of the level of confidence and reliability placed in the Offeror’s proposed price elements and whether they result in a realistic proposed price based upon Government requirements and the Offeror’s proposed technical approach.  Therefore, the price evaluation will also determine additional inherent cost uncertainties within each Offeror’s proposal and identify variables and/or discrepancies within an Offeror’s proposal.  
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